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Remarks 

Claims 2-4,8, 9, 11, 12, 17-24, 26, 27, 29-32, 34, 35, 38 and 39 are still pending in the 
present application. It is respectfully submitted that the pending claims define allowable subject 
matter. 

Claims 2-4,8, 9, 11, 12, 17-24, 26, 27, 29-32, 34, 35, 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 
USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Koehler et al (US 2001/0042105) in view of 
Lutterbach et al (US 5,510,828). Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections for reasons 
set forth hereafter. 

Koehler does not teach or suggest a method or system for providing video content to 
portable video devices used by a spectator while at a local venue where a local event is 
occurring . Koehler describes a system that allows a remote computer user to listen and watch a 
race event when the user is remote from the race event, such as at home. In Koehler, a TV feed 
67 and car views 106 are sent through a server 36 over the Internet 40 to a remote computer 42. 
The remote user can then watch the race over a home computer. Koehler' s system does not 
include the claimed portable device, interface device, receiver, user interface nor display. 

Claim 22 requires a local broadcast system to be provided to service an area 
encompassing a local event. Claim 22 provides that the area encompassing a local event is the 
area "at which portable video devices are used by spectators while attending and watching the 
local event live ." At least one service provided by the local broadcasting system is to broadcast 
local and remote video signals over the area encompassing the local event . The local and 
remote video signals are broadcast in a manner that allows spectators of the portable video 
devices to select between the local and remote video signals. 

The system of Koehler does not provide a local broadcast system to service the area 
encompassing the local event where such a local broadcasting system performs the claimed 
operations. Throughout the disclosure of Koehler, it is clear that the system of Koehler is 
intended for use by people who are not at the race event . Koehler' s system is not intended for, 
and does not provide, a service to portable video devices used by spectators while attending and 
watching a local event live. The Background Section of Koehler notes that Koehler' s invention 
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is intended to allow a person to listen to communications of race teams participating in a race 
"even where the person is remote from the race event." (paragraph 1). Koehler goes on to 
explain a problem "for fans watching the race remotely, such as on television, the 
communications are not generally available except for occasional excerpts provided by the race 
broadcaster." (paragraph 2). Throughout the Detailed Description of Koehler, the computers 42 
are referred to as "remote" are not provided at the race event, are not portable video devices and 
are not used by spectators while attending and watching the local event live. Instead, the remote 
computers 42, as taught by Koehler, constitute home computers that are connected to the internet 
for remote use. In paragraph 14, Koehler states that "a remote race fan uses a remote computer 
42 connected to the wide area network 40, and accesses the computer 36 (hereafter "server") in 
order to receive information from the server 36 indicative of the audio signals and, thus, a 
communications race event 10." In paragraph 15, Koehler notes that the remote computer can be 
a personal computer, laptop computer or other computing device, all of which are intended to be 
connected to a wide area network 40 for use by remote race fans who are not at a local event and 
are not attending, nor watching, the local event live. 

In the Outstanding Office Action, paragraphs 14-15, 27 and 30-34 of Koehler are cited as 
allegedly teaching the use of a local broadcasting system. None of the cited paragraphs of 
Koehler provide any suggestion to provide service to the area encompassing the local event by 
broadcasting local or remote video signals. In fact, Koehler' s system does not broadcast any 
signals over the local event in a manner to allow users portable video devices to select between 
local and remote video signals for viewing on the portable video devices while at the local event 
and while attending and watching the local event live. Thus, Koehler fails to teach or suggest the 
providing, receiving, conveying and broadcasting operations of claim 22. 

Lutterbach fails to make up for the deficiency to Koehler. Lutterbach discloses an 
interactive video display system which includes a large display, such as a large video billboard. 
The video billboard is located along a road and is viewable by persons passing by in a car. The 
system communicates audio information to a car radio and is operable to receive feedback from 
the user either in the form of responses to statements presented on the billboard or via image 
information (column 2, lines 61 - column 3, line 10). Lutterbach's interactive video display 
system describes the use of a lifting device mounted on a trailer of a mobile vehicle where the 
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lifting device may be hydraulic, mechanical or crane to raise and lower the video billboard 
(column 3, lines 1 1-22). 

Lutterbach does not provide portable video devices for use by spectators while attending 
a local event. Similarly, Lutterbach does not broadcast local and remote video signals over the 
area encompassing the local event to portable video devices in a manner that allows the 
spectators using portable video devices to select between local and remote video signals for 
viewing . Therefore, even if combined, Koehler and Lutterbach do not render obvious a local 
broadcasting system that operates in accordance with of claim 22. Neither Koehler nor 
Lutterbach broadcast local and/or remote video signals over an area encompassing a local event, 
let alone broadcast local or remote video signals over the area in a manner that allows spectators 
using portable video devices to select between the local and remote video signals for viewing on 
the portable video devices. In Koehler, computers 42 are all remote from the event. In 
Lutterbach, the only video presentation is on a video billboard, such as a Jumbotron. Spectators 
viewing the Jumbotron billboard of Lutterbach are not able to select between local and remote 
video signals and are not provided with portable video devices. 

Further, it is submitted that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been set forth 
because no legitimate reason has been provided for modifying the system of Koehler to provide 
remote video signals on the remote computers 42, let alone on portable video devices used by 
spectators while attending and watching a local event live. In the Outstanding Office Action, it 
is acknowledged that Koehler lacks the reception, at a local broadcast system, of remote video 
signals comprising remote live video content associated with a remote event that is located at a 
venue different from the local event. The Office Action further acknowledges that Koehler fails 
to broadcast in the area encompassing the local event, remote live video content. The Office 
Action maintains that Lutterbach provides a reason for one of ordinary skill to modify Koehler in 
a manner that would render obvious the claimed reception and broadcast of remote live event 
video content. The undersigned strenuously disagrees. 

Claim 22 clearly requires that the local and remote video signals be broadcast over the 
local event area in a manner that allows spectators using the portable video devices to select 
between a local and remote video signals . There is no legitimate reason provided to modify 
Koehler' s system to provide such user selection between local and remote video signals. 
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Lutterbach's interactive video display system presents, on a Jumbotron, a common video image 
to all persons within viewing range. The image presented on the Jumbotron is controlled by a 
system control person at a video and audio control unit 42. The images presented on the 
Jumbotron are not selectable by spectators who are using individual portable video devices. A 
common image on the Jumbotron is selected by a system control person and shown to all 
viewers. In order for the viewers to provide feedback as required by the system of Lutterbach, 
all viewers must watch a common image on the Jumbotron . The viewers of Lutterbach's system 
do not have individual control over what images (local or remote) are presented. 

Hence, no legitimate reason is provided by Lutterbach to modify Koehler's remote 
computers 42 (each of which is operated by an individual user) to add the content presented on a 
Jumbotron as taught by Lutterbach. Lutterbach requires a common image to be presented to all 
and solicit interactive responses from all users to the common video image. The teachings of 
Lutterbach would not be useful in modifying Koehler's system. Hence, it is submitted that the 
Outstanding Office Action fails to set forth a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to 
claim 22. 

Turning to claim 23, it is submitted that claim 23 is patentably distinct over the prior art 
for same reasons as stated above with respect to claim 22. In summary, Koehler does not teach 
or suggest a local broadcasting system that services an area encompassing a local event in the 
claimed manner. Koehler does not broadcast local video signals over an area encompassing the 
local event. Instead, Koehler transmits video signals to computers that are remote from the local 
event. Also, the combined teachings of Koehler and Lutterbach fail to render obvious 
broadcasting from a local broadcast system of local and remote video signals over the area 
encompassing a local event in a manner that allows spectators using portable video devices to 
select between the local and remote video signals . Thus, claim 23 is also patentably distinct over 
the combined teachings of Koehler and Lutterbach. 

The dependent claims are believed to recite patentably distinct features for reasons 
previously discussed and of record. 



11 



PATENT 

Dkt.No.: IMM 634-0004US 

In view of the foregoing comments, it is respectfully submitted that the prior art fails to 
teach or suggest the claimed invention. Should anything remain in order to place the present 
application in condition for allowance, the Examiner is kindly invited to contact the undersigned 
at the telephone number listed below. 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Date: June 10. 2008 

Dean Small, Reg. No.: 34,730 
The Small Patent Law Group 
611 Olive Street, Ste. 1611 
St. Louis, MO 63101 
314-584-4081 
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